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ATP Engineer's Checklist for lnfrastructure Projects


Required for "lnfrastructure" applications ONLY


This application checklist is to be used by the engineer in "responsible charge" of the preparation of this ATP


application to ensure all of the primary elements of the application are included as necessary to meet the CTC'S


requirements for a PSR-Equivalent document (per CTC's ATP Guidelines and CTC's Adoption of PSR Guidelines -


Resolution G-99-33) and to ensure the application is free of critical errors and omissions; allowing the application to
be accurately ranked in the statewide and regional ATP selection processes.


Special Considerations for Engineers before they Sign and Stamp this document attesting to the accuracy of the
application:
Chopter 7; Article 3; Section 6735 of the Professianal Engineer's Act of the Stote of Colifornia requires engineering calculotion(s) or


report(s) be e¡ther prepored by or under the responsible charge of a licensed civil engineer. Since the corresponding ATP


lnfrastructure-applícation defines the scope of work of o future civil construction project and requires complex engineering principles


ond calculations which are based on the best dato avaÌloble at the time of the opplicotion, the opplicotion must be signed and


stomped by o licensed civil engíneer.


By signíng and stamping this dacument, the engineer is ottesting to this applicotion's technical informotion and engineering data


upon which locol ogency's recommendotions, conclusions, and decisions are mode. This action is governed by the Professionol


Engineer's Act and the corresponding Code of Professionol Conduct, under Sections 6775 ond 6735.


The following checklist is to be completed by the engineer in "responsible charge" of defining the project's Scope,


Cost and Schedule per the expectat¡ons of the CTC's PSR Equivalent. The checklist is expected to be used during the
preparation of the dccuments, but not initialed and stamped by the engineer until the final application and


application attachments are complete and ready for submission to Caltrans.


1. Vicinity map /Location map Engineer's lnitials: \¡/ll
a. The project limits must be clearly depicted in relationship to the overall agency boundary


2. Project layout-plan/map showing existing and proposed conditions must: Engineer's lnitials: K
a. Be to a scale which allows the visual verification of the overall project "construction" limits and limits of each


primary element of the prolect. Scale must be shown on the plan/map


b. Show the full scope of the proposed project, including any non-participating construction items


c. Show all changes to existing motorized/non-motorized lane and shoulder widths. Label the proposed widths


d. Show agency's right of way (ROW lines when permanent or temporary ROW impacts are possiþle. (As


appropriate, also show Caltrans', Railroad, and all other government agencies ROW lines)


3. Typical cross-section(s) showing existing and proposed conditions. Engineer's lnitials: Ñ
(lnclude cross-secflon for each controlling configuration that varies significantly from the typical)


a. Show and dimension: changes in lane widths, ROW lines, side slopes, etc.


4. Detailed Engineer's Estimate Engineer's Initials:
a. The Caltrans Project Estimate (Attachment F) must be filled out per the instructions and attached to the


application, in the appropriate location.


b. Each of the main project elements are broken out into separate construction items. The costs for each item
are based on calculated quantities and appropriate corresponding unit costs


c. All non-parlicipating costs in relation to the ATP funding are clearly identified and accounted for separately
from the eligible costs. The non-participating (or ineligible) costs must be consistent with Caltrans guidelines
as shown in LocalAssistance Program Guidelines chapter 22.6


d. All project elements the applicant intends to utilize the CCC, certified community conservation corps, or tribal
corps on need to be clearly identified and accounted for


e. All project development costs to be funded by the ATP need to be accounted for in the total project cost
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5. Grash/Safety Data, Gollision maps and Countermeasures: Engineer's tnitials: "Kfa. Confirmation that crash data shown is depicted accurately, is shown to scale, and occurred within influence


area of proposed improvements.


6. Project Schedule and Requested programming of ATP funding Engineer's lnitials:


a. All applicants must anticipate receiving federal ATP funding for the pro.lect and therefore the project


schedules and programming included in the application must account for all applicable federal requirements
and timeframes.


b. "Completed Dates" for prolect Milestone Dates shown in the application have been reviewed and verified


c. "Expected Dates" for project Milestone Dates shown in the application account for all reasonable project


timetables, including: lnteragency MOUs, Caltrans agreements, CTC allocations, FHWA authorizations,


federal environmental studies and approvals, federal right-of-way acquisitions, federal consultant selections,


pro.¡ect permits, etc.


d. The fiscal year and funding amounts shown in the PPR must be consistent with lmplementing Agency's
expected project milestone dates and available matching funds.


\Ñ7. Warrant studies/guidance (Check if not applicable) Engineer's lnitials:


ÃI N/A
a. For new Traffic Control Signals - an engineering study that includes analysis of Signal Warrants 1- 9


(CA MUTCD) must be submitted. FoTATP funding, warrants 4,5 or 7 should þe met but the final


decision to install a signal must be made by the engineer. The engineering study (and any additional


documentation of the engineering judgment supporting the Traffic Control Signal, if needed) must


include the name and license numþer of the responsible engineer and must be attached to the
application in the "Additional Attachments" section.


L Additional narration and documentation: Engineer's lnitials:


a. The text in the "Narrative Questions" in the application is consistent with and supports the engineering logic


and calculations used in the development of the plans/maps and estimate


b. \A/lren needed to clarify non-standard ATP project elements (i.e. vehicular roadway widening necessary for


the construction of the primary ATP elements); appropriate documentation is attached to the application to
document the engineering decisions and calculations requiring the inclusion of these non-standard elements


Licensed Engineer: Engineer's Stam p:


Name (løst, First/:


or þ'3-tb
c60021


c L¡V


Title: ?^S"- t^J o'ls Di¡.r$",-
Engineer License Number


Signature


N4i 6/v\os @ <U-l^4!e'. ..o^
\r\ --1 ¿{te- Sr(I¿-


Date:


Email:


Phone
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Instructions

		ATP  -  Application Instructions for 
Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Cost- Cycle 3

		• Applicants are expected to use this template for estimating/documenting the cost of construction items and the overall project costs. (eligible & non-participating)
•The Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs must tie to the information presented in Part 1 - 8 of the ATP Application Form.
• Do NOT input values in gray cells. These cells are formula-driven and will automatically update.

		Project (Engineer's) Information

		• The Licensed Engineer in 'responsible charge' of the overall ATP application must review all information presented in this Estimate form and ensure the values are consistent with the corresponding plans included in the application.   This requirement is considered necessary to ensure the ATP application meets the CTC's PSR-Equivalent requirement - including the use of construction items, quantities and unit prices that meeting industry standards for PSR-Equivalents.   The engineer is also expected to review the breakdown of eligible vs. ineligible (non-participating) costs shown in estimate and confirm they are consistent with the ATP Guidelines.

		Engineer's Estimate & Cost Breakdown

		For each construction item in this table, the following items must be filled: 

				Item:           indicate the name of a construction item used in this project.

				Quantity:   indicate the total quantity of each construction item

				Units:        indicate the units of measurement (i.e. Square Feet or SQFT.) Refer to the Unit Cost Guide tab

				Unit Cost:    indicate the unit cost for one quantity.

				Total Item Cost will be automatically calculated once the above information are provided for each line item (row).

				If more rows are needed to account for more construction items (including Overhead, General, or Landscaping) than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button on the right side of the form.   NOTE: Before clicking the button, first click on the Excel row number above where you want to add the line.

				General Overhead:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.    
The % of eligible vs. ineligible costs are automatically calculated based on the ratio of these costs for all of the other construction items.

				Landscaping:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.  
The eligibility of landscaping costs is dependent on if it is considered functional or non-functional (Decorative).   Functional landscaping is 100% eligible. The eligibility of the non-functional (Decorative) landscaping must be considered as part of the 5% maximum allowable for decorative costs. These decorative costs must include all items necessary to prepare for, install, and maintain the non-functional landscaping; including but not limited to: removal of existing concrete, roadway excavation, imported backfill/top-soil, irrigation, plantings, plant establishment, etc.    

		Cost Breakdown             See Caltrans ATP Guidelines, Chapter 22.5 and 22.6 for more details on eligible and ineligible items.

				ATP Eligible Items/costs:   these are expected to represent all construction items that are ATP eligible.   

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "ATP Eligible items".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

				ATP Ineligible (non-participating) Items/costs:  these are expected to represent all construction costs that are not ATP eligible.  The % and costs are automatically calculated based on the "%" value the applicant entered for the eligible costs. 

				To be constructed by Corps/CCC:  these are expected to include all items & costs that will be constructed by the Corps/CCC.

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "Corps/CCC to construct".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

		Subtotals and Contingencies:

				Subtotal of Construction Items:				This field will automatically calculate the total of all construction items indicated above.

				Construction Item Contingencies: 				Insert percentage of contingencies, which is intended to account for the cost of minor construction items not defined at the time the ATP applications are prepared.

				Total (Construction Items 
& Contingencies) cost:				This field will automatically calculate the total from all information indicated above.

		Project Delivery Costs:            The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for all Project Delivery Costs.

				Environmental Studies 
and Permits(PA&ED):				Total cost of Environmental Studies and Permits phase of the project. 

				Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):				Total cost of Plans, Specifications and Estimates phase of the project.    

				Total PE:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (PA&ED) + (PS&E)     Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for PE should not exceed 25%.  All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Right of Way Engineering				Total cost of Right of Way Engineering, including obtaining the RW Certification.

				Acquisitions and Utilities:				Total cost of  Acquisitions and Utilities.

				Total RW:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (RW Eng.) + (Acq.&Utilities)

				Construction Engineering (CE):				Total cost of Construction Engineering.    Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for CE should not exceed 15%.   All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Total Project Delivery:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (CE) + (Con. Item. & Contig.)

		Total Construction Costs:       The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for these Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above.  This value is to be used in filling out the application form.  

		Total Project Cost Estimate:          The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for the Total Project Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above. 
• This value must represent the total estimated cost of the entire ATP project.
• The application must account for the ineligible (non-participating) costs being funded with local funds.   Because this local funding is considered non-participating, it cannot be considered leveraging or matching funding.  

		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The following are examples of how Engineer's can present their logic and calculations for splitting the projects costs between eligible and ineligible (non-participating) costs.

		Example #1 - Pavement Rehabilitation:  The roadway paving and base repair needed for the roadway is within the limits of the new bike lanes and motorized lanes.  The area within the physical limits of the new bike lanes is estimated to be 3'x300'=900' and the area outside these limits is estimated to be 10'x300'=3,000'.   The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to the Pavement Rehabilitation is calculated to be 900/(900+3000) = 23%.   This split was used for Asphalt Concrete, Aggregate Base, and Excavation.

		Example #2 - New roadway lighting:  Of the newly lighted roadway width, the motorized lanes and parking lanes account for 40’ and the bike lanes and sidewalks account for 26’. The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to these streetlights is calculated to be 26/(26+40) = 39%.   This split was used for light poles, conduit, trenching, and new service.

		Example #3 - Decorative Items:  5% of the eligible construction item cost is $46,500 (per the calculation box just below the "Subtotal of Construction Items:").   The project includes decorative pavers (Item 10) which are estimated to cost $30,000 and are shown to be 100% ATP eligible.  The project includes decorative landscaping costs of $70,000 - made up of $10,00 plantings, $20,000 irrigation, $10,000 topsoil, and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal and roadway excavation.    For ease, the $10,000 in plantings is shown as 100% eligible; the $10,000 topsoil and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal & roadway excavation are shown as 100% ineligible (non-participating); and the ATP eligible portion of the irrigation costs is calculated to be $46,500-($30,000+$10,000) = 6,500  => 6,500/20,000 = 62.5%.   



















Engineer Est. & Project Cost

		Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs- Cycle 3

		Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).



		Project Information:

		Agency:				City of Shafter																		Date:		6/14/16

		Project Description:						CONCRETE AND STRIPING IMPROVEMENTS

		Project Location:						SHAFTER AVE. - LERDO HWY. TO POSO AVE.

		Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate:																		MICHAEL JAMES						License #:				60021



		Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:

		Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)																Cost Breakdown



																		ATP Eligible Costs/Items				ATP Ineligible Costs/Items 				Corps/CCC
to construct



		Item No.		Item 				F, D or M		Quantity		Units		Unit Cost		Total
Item Cost		%		$		%		$				%		$

		General Overhead-Related Construction Items

		1		Mobilization						1		LS		$10,000.00		$10,000		100%		$10,000		0%		$0				0%		$0				For projects estimates with more Items (Overhead, General, or Landscaping) that than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button below.

Before clicking the button, click on the Excel row number you where you want to add the line

		2		Traffic Control						1		LS		$5,000.00		$5,000		100%		$5,000		0%		$0						$0

		3														$0		100%		$0		0%		$0						$0

		4														$0		100%		$0		0%		$0						$0

		5														$0		100%		$0		0%		$0						$0

		General Construction Items (non-decorative only)

		6		DEMO/REPLACE SIDEWALK						4000		SF		$12.00		$48,000		100%		$48,000		0%		$0						$0

		7		DEMO/REPLACE CURB & GUTTER						400		LF		$70.00		$28,000		100%		$28,000		0%		$0						$0

		8		DEMO/REPLACE SPANDRAL (BCR TO ECR INCLUDES C&G)						8		EA		$7,500.00		$60,000		100%		$60,000		0%		$0						$0

		9		DEMO/REPLACE CROSS-GUTTER						1200		SF		$35.00		$42,000		100%		$42,000		0%		$0						$0

		10		DEMO/REPLACE RAMPS (EXCLUDES C&G)						20		EA		$5,000.00		$100,000		100%		$100,000		0%		$0						$0

		11		DEMO/REPLACE DRIVE APPROACH						200		SF		$12.00		$2,400		100%		$2,400		0%		$0						$0

		12		ASPHALT PATCH (INCLUDES FOG)						1200		SF		$15.00		$18,000		100%		$18,000		0%		$0						$0

		13		TRAFFIC STRIPING						1		LS		$15,000.00		$15,000		100%		$15,000		0%		$0						$0

		14														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		15														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		16														$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		17														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		Decorative & Landscaping-related Items    (Label items as "F" for Functional, "D" for Decorative,  or "M" for a mix of Decorative and Functional)

		18														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		19														$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		20														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		21														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		22														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		23														$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		24														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		Subtotal of Construction Items:														$328,400				$328,400				$0						$0

																				$16,420		<= 5% of eligible CON costs (max. decorative, if applicable) 



		Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):												

Richard Ke: Enter % for Contingencies
		$0				$0				$0

		Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:														$328,400				$328,400				$0



		Project Delivery Costs:

		Type of Project Cost												Cost $

		Preliminary Engineering (PE)																		ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED):																		$0				$0

		Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):																		$0				$0				"PE" costs / "CON" costs

		Total PE:												$   -						$0				$0				0%		25% Max



		Right of Way (RW)

		Right of Way Engineering:												$   -						$0				$0

		Acquisitions and Utilities:												$   -						$0				$0

		Total RW:												$   -						$0				$0



		Construction Engineering (CE)																										"CE" costs / "CON" costs

		Construction Engineering (CE):												$   5,000						$5,000				$0				2%		15% Max 



		Total Project Delivery:												$5,000						$5,000				$0



		Total Construction Costs:												$333,400						$333,400				$0

																				ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Total Project Cost:												$333,400						$333,400				$0



		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The Engineer's logic and/or calculations for splitting costs between ATP-Eligible and Non-participating costs must be documented in this section of the Estimate form.  
Separate logic is required for each construction item listed above which is partly ineligible for ATP funding or is required for the construction of an ineligible item/element of the project.

		Item Number(s):				Description of Engineer's Logic:       (See examples shown in the Instructions)
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DRAFT ATP Unit Cost Guide

		ATP Construction Item Unit Cost Guide      (For items common to ATP projects)



		Index #		Description 		Typical Units		Notes



		General Overhead and Contingency Related Construction Items

				Mobilization, RE office, Traffic Control, Water Quality, Clearing and Grubbing, temporary items, etc.		LS		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Mobilization 		LS		Dependent on project size & location

				Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan		LS		$5,00 to $10,000

				Erosion Control		LS		1.50%

				       Hydroseed		SF		Average $1

				       Fiber Rolls		LF		Average $5

				Traffic Control  		LS

				Clearing and Grubbing		LS



		Removal, Excavation, and Import Related Construction Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $35

				Embankment / Fill  / Import Material		CY		Average $25



				Remove Fence, Culvert, Inlet, Curb, etc.		Varies		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Remove Concrete (Miscellaneous)		CY		Sidewalk, Pavement & Curb/Gutter Average $75

				Sawcut existing AC		LF

				Sawcut and Remove existing AC and AB		SF

				Remove Existing Pavement		SF

				Remove Existing Sidewalk		SF

				Cold Plane AC (2" thickness)		SY		$1.75 to $3.50

				Remove Tree		EA

				Remove Power Pole		EA

				Utility Relocation		LS

		Roadway Paving Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $38

				Class 2 Aggregate Base		CY		$30 to $70

				Hot Mix Asphalt		TON		1 ton covers approx. 12' x 6.5' at 2" final thickness $40 to $125

				Place HMA Dike		LF		average $1.75



				Adjust Frame and Cover to Grade		EA		average $650



				Slurry Seal

				AC Dike



		Sidewalks, Concrete, Plazas, etc

				Concrete curbing		LF		6" x 6" average $3.50

				Curb & Gutter

				 		 

				Concrete Sidewalk 		SF		average $15

				Concrete Driveway

				Minor Concrete (Textured Paving)		SF		average $5

				Prepare and Stain concrete		SF		average $2.75



				Concrete Pavers / Bricks		SF

				Curb Ramp		EA		$3000 to $5,500

				Bollards		EA		$100 to $750



		Crosswalk and Roadway-Crossing Items

				Thermoplastic  Crosswalk		LF

				Bulb-outs (No Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Include Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Surface Mounted)		EA





		Striping and Pavement Marking Items

				4" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		$0.65 to $0.75

				6" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				8" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				Thermoplastic Pavement Marking/Legend		SF		average $5.5





		Signs, Flashing Beacons, Ped Signals, Signal Upgrades

				Sign- 1 post		EA		$250 to $300

				Sign- 2 post		EA		average $550

				Radar Speed Feedback Sign		EA

				Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (Ped Actuated)		EA		average $5000











		Lighting

				Pedestrian Lights  (Poles only)		EA

				Pedestrian Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Street Lights   (Poles only)		EA

				Street Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Conduit and Boxes		LF or LS		Option stand-alone item (can be part of lighting)







		Landscaping Items

				Transplant Tree		EA		No Palm Trees allowed. Average $400

				Tree Well		EA		average $600

				Remove Tree 		EA		Small trees are accounted for in clearing and grubbing (5" diameter or smaller) $700 to $800

				Tree Grate		EA		average $350

				Fall Tree		EA		average $1,000

				 











		Other Miscellaneous Items

				Minor Concrete (Minor Structure)		CY		average $1200

				6' Retaining Wall		CY		6' tall L shape wall 0.60 cy/lf.  Average $800

				4' Retaining Wall		CY		4' tall L shape wall 0.45 cy/lf.  Average $700



				Ped/Bike Bridge		EA





				Roadway Drainage		LS

				Chain Link Fence

				Iron / Decorative Fence
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		Chief Support Letter Updated

		Grant letter- City of Shafter






CROSS SECTION DETAIL SHAFTER AVE







Richland School District


Traffic Observations and Discussion







Current Issues / Complaint


• Problem with overall traffic congestion.


• Long wait time.


– Caveat: At peak, to a location, no longer than 4-5 


minute delays. Earlier arrival may help.


• Curb markings inaccurate or faded


• Other parent dropoff/pickup options ought to 


be available


– Brain Storming…







• Richland School – Built 1934 (Now Jr. High)


• Golden Oak – 1938-1940 (2006 Renovation)


• Redwood Elementary – 1950+


• Sequoia – 2005


• Future Site?? (Los Angeles and Schnaidt?)


• Point? Schools have been here for over 50 years 
and situation will not be vastly improved without 
possible innovative ideas for future. It will get 
more crowded as the core grows.


Brief History







Golden Oak Arrival Map
Observations:


1. No one pulls forward 
(Please pull forward signs?)


2. No signs indicating 


parent/student drop off in 


bus area.


3. Some won’t pull forward 


because “ambassadors” 


slam doors. 


4. I saw ambassadors 


dangerously enter drive 


area while vehicle was 


moving.


5. I saw ambassadors open 


vehicle before car was 


stopped, instead of 


signaling them to move 


forward. 


6. Buses should move all way 


forward too.







Golden Oak Arrival Map
Observations:


7. “Load and Unload” signs maybe 


in Spanish too?


8. Special needs unloading off 


Lerdo? 


9. Parking and unloading designed 


to limit security 


breaches…single point access 


may be compromised. 


10. Crossing Guards piece-mealing


pedestrians which can tie up 


traffic. 


11. Crossing Guards do good job 


keeping on side kids gather, but 


should motion with their hand 


to have kids cross. They 


shouldn’t move until told to do 


so. Same way to indicate to 


them to stop. 


12. Staff in recognizable traffic 


vest !!







Issues observed


Ambassadors and Staff


N/B vehicles attempting to drive in


Buses not pulling fully in







Additional issues observed


• Morning truck parking which impacts the 


parent drop offs.


• Need to coordinate with cafeteria scheduling, 


no drop offs during drop off time.


Richland and Golden Oak 







Issues observed


So it not only blocks traffic, it 


also compounds egress. 


Drivers have to negotiate 


around truck, can’t pull up 


which then backs up street 


traffic adding more 


confusion.


Notice too, the coned off 


area to the right…for truck 


parking??







Issues observed


Same thing here, really mangling traffic…and look at the excess yellow curbing. If 


they had parked further down, would have helped MINIMALLY.


They created an issue near the cones by 


where they are parking…







Golden Oak Arrival Map Refresher







Golden Oak







Golden Oak
What this looks like. 


Potentially helps this crossing area







Golden Oak
What this looks like. 







Golden Oak
What this looks like. 


Would have to do some curb 


work here.







Golden Oak


I


I


I


I


I


I


I


I


I


I


I


Other future options…inside 


drop off (requires additional 


staffing, tree removal, etc.)







…futures option…walk bridge?







Golden Oak Dismissal – It’s a mess…but it is what it is. Don’t 


lose sight though, 4-5 minute delay’s peak time.







Last thing Golden Oak, et al.











Richland Issues


• Handicap drop off area??


• Trash bins on Richland


• Curb markings


• More “Slow” Student signs


• Optional Staff Parking?


• Crossing Guards (cross to congregating area).
– Wave when okay to cross, and when to stop.


– Keep stop signs up till up at curb. 


– Watching other guards to attempt to coordinate?


• BTW, kids with no bike helmets.


• Staff in recognizable vest!!







Richland Various Issues


• Staff crossing in front of vehicles pulling in. No 


identifying vests, no assistance to get folks to 


pull all the way forward. 







Richland
• Would like to see a couple more of the kid visuals.  


• Whole process is difficult.







Richland
• Would like to see a couple more of the kid visuals.  


• Whole process is difficult.


• First arrow: Some stop, which impacts those turning in


• Second arrow: Folks fail to pull up to drop off on Shafter.


• Third arrow: They need to pull all the way forward instead of 


stopping near the red star. 


• All traffic issues are inter-related. (Next slide)







Richland
• Maybe clear up Richland Street of cans, open parking 


area for drop off. How about access to school from here?







Richland
• Richland Street


– Yellow “Loading and Unloading only”


• Utilizing staff drive?







Richland
• Atlantic as an optional drop off and pickup for those who 


elect?


• Curb marking/parking restriction issues?


• Put in optional drive on 


South side of trees?


• Area plenty wide enough


• Probably won’t be preferred 


in foul weather days.


• (Overview next slide)







Richland 


Future?


Possible options:


1. Add parking to North 


campus side.


2. Add parking/pickup on 


Atlantic side


3. Allow P/up on Atlantic and 


N. Valley


4. Add additional Staff 


Parking.







Richland Dismissal: May be impacted by 


prior suggestions positively.







Sequoia







Sequoia
Issues Observed:


• Curb markings Red and Blue, inadequate delineations.


• J-turns (7)


• Gates locked, staff in Lot


• Staff parking along curb line where pull in drive is


Faded Blue for 


handicap? No sign, 


not enforceable







Sequoia
Issues Observed:


• No one pulls all the way into the lot.


• Must be proactive tell them to 


move forward


• (Motivation to pull forward for 


kid? Reward? Then kid 


encourages driver)


• School staff no identifying vests.


• Still 4-5 minutes AT PEAK


• Pull Forward signs…multiple?







Sequoia
Closing was…astonishing. ☺


• Start out in the morning allowing North lot access, then change it so they cannot 


enter.


Even though you 


are staggering 


dismissal, traffic is 


literally occupying 


every curb, both 


sides of the street 


and beyond. 







Sequoia – Create additional parking?







Sequoia


• Create additional nose in parking along Fresno?


• Could do the same on North side between 


entrances and exits







Sequoia


Possible handicap, special needs option??







Summary
• Overall, wait time at any location isn’t that 


bad…4-5 minutes max. If that’s a problem, 


arrive earlier. 


• Maybe some minor cosmetic options (vests, 


improved signage.


• Additional Crossing Guard staff and on-site 


training may help.


• Parent training, education.


• Curb painting, signage clarity.







Summary
• Assess other potential risks (Ambassadors)


• Some options exists for parent pickup.


• Police Dept. assistance for traffic, full time 


officer to roam between locations?


• Long term futures planning. For Shafter 


core, only going to be more congested.


• Very limited options for pick up times.







Closing Thoughts


$5 Million Dollars


• Parent Survey’s for ideas?


• Frank discussion at 


Parent/Student night?


• Follow up Training with 


Crossing Guards.
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ExecurvE SUMMARY


COG's public participation activities is provided in


Chapter 2 of the RTP and a Summary of Findings
is documented in Appendix C of the RTP.


OUR VISION: Maintain, Fix and Finish What
We Have


ln the past, Kern COG prepared the RTP with the
primary goal of increasing mobility for the region's
residents and visitors. While mobility is a vital
component of the quality of life that the region
deserves, it is by no means the only component.
Kern COG has placed a greater emphasis than
ever before on sustainability and integrated
planning in the 2014 RTP/SCS. The intent of the
SCS is to achieve the state's emissions reduction
targets for automobiles and light trucks. The SCS
will also provide opportunities for a stronger
economy, healthier environment, and safer
quality of life for community members in Kern
County.


The RTP/SCS seeks to: improve econom¡c
vitality; improve air quality; improve the health of
communities, improve transportation and public
safety; promote the conservation of natural
resources and undeveloped land; increase
access to community services; increase regional
and local energy independence; and increase
opportunities to help shape our community's
future.


Kern County is unlike any other region in
California. Kern's large size and diverse valley,
desert and mountain environs are dominated by
agriculture, oil production, renewable energy,
aerospace, military, recreation, transportation
linkages and other activities that warrant unique
and different approaches to address the SCS
goals. These economic pursuits are the basis for
dispersed rural centers and strategic locations for
developments within the County that are unlike
other areas of the State. Accordingly, unique
strategies are needed to support Kern's
economic, transportation and other needs. This
uniqueness is reflected in the General Plans and
programs of Kern County's local governments.


fhe2014 RTP/SCS supports an improved quality
of life for our residents by providing more choices
for where they will live, work, and play, and how
they will move around. The safe, secure, and
efficient transportation systems will provide
improved access to opportunities, such as jobs,


education and healthcare. The emphasis on
transit and active transportation will allow our
residents to lead a healthier, more active lifestyle.


CHALLENGES


Solutions for the Econom)¡ and Air Quality


Even though Kern County has already recovered
all the jobs lost during the great recession, Kern
continues to suffer from double-digit
unemployment. The Federal Highway
Administration estimates that every $1 billion
spent on transportation infrastructure creates
10,870 job years of which up to 4,000 can persist
long after construction, generated by increased
Iabor from better mobility and more efficient
goods movement. This 26-year investment plan
is projected to add over 80,000 job years (3,100
26-year jobs) from construction, maintenance,
and better mobility, a 40% jump over the 2011
RTP. The plan could ultimately add 28,000
permanent jobs to the region increasing Kern's
economic base, adding capacity to re-invest in an
ever more efficienUcleaner transportation
system, triggering an upward economic spiral for
future generations.


Since the 1990s, the Kern region has achieved
consistent improvements in the number of days
exceeding federal standards for ozone and
particulate matter, generally defined as "fine
dust". ln 2012, Kern demonstrated attainment of
the '1-hour ozone standard, and has made
significant progress on the new B-hour ozone and
PMz.s standards (figure ES-1). However, the air
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At the core of the 2014 RTP are seven goals:


1) Mobility - lmprove the mobility of people and freight.


2l Accessibility - lmprove accessibility to, and the economic wellbeing of, major employment and
other regional activity centers.


3) Reliability - lmprove the reliability and safety of the transportation system.


4l Efficiency * Maximize the efficiency and cost effectiveness of the existing and future
transportation system.


S) Livability - Promote livable communities and satisfaction of consumers with the transportation
system.


6) Sustainability - Provide for the enhancement and expansion of the system while minimizing
effects on the environment.


7l Equity - Ensure an equitable distribution of the benefits among various demographic and user
groups.


While all goals are considered interrelated and important, mobility is considered the plan's highest goal.


ldentified in Table 2-1 are policy objectives for Kern COG and its member agencies categorized by the
goals they help to advance. The table also references the strategic investment category in Chapter 5,


Strategic I nvestments.


Tnele 2-1: REGtoNal Tn¡¡¡spoRTATroN Pu¡¡ Go¡t-s, PottctEs ¡uo AcÏols
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Policy


Act¡on
No.


Goal(s) PolicylAction
Strategic
Action


Êlement
{ch.5}


1 Mobility,
Accessibility


Enhance connectivity to Meadows Field and lnyokern Airport to accommodate future
regional growth


Aviation


1.1 Work with Meadows Field and lnyokern Airport to obtain funding from the state and
federal governments for their respective development programs.


Aviation


1.2 Work with local and regional transit providers to increase alternative mode ground


access options at Meadows Field.
Aviation


1.3 Assist Meadows Field with planning related to high-speed rail connections Aviation


2 Mobility,
Accessibility


Assist Kern County airports in expanding facilities to meet growing general aviation
demands.


Aviation


2.1 Participate in master plan updates for various Kern County airports. Aviation


2.2 lmplement the Action Plan of the Central California Aviation System. Aviation


2.3 Work with public airports to increase their access to federal and state funding Aviation


a Mobility,
Accessibility


Work with privately owned airports and local jurisdictions to support their operations
and to maintain compatible uses within the airport area of influence.


Aviation
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SCHOOL ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS
PEDESTRIAN COLLISIONS
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Sheet1

		Type		Location		Severity		Date

		Pedestrian vs. Vehicle		Intersection of Shafter Ave. & Munzer St.		minor		1/22/13

		Pedestrian vs. Vehicle		Intersection of Shafter Ave. & Munzer St.		minor		10/16/13

		Pedestrian vs. Vehicle		Intersection of Shafter Ave. & Richland Dr.		minor		11/13/15
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SCHOOL ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS
PEDESTRIAN COLLISIONS
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Form Date: April,2016 ATP Oyde 3 Call for Rqeds - Ap p I icatio n F o rm - Atta c h m o n t A


Part C: Attachments
Attachment A: Signature Page


IMPORTANT: Applications will not be accepted without all required signatures.


lmplementing Agency: Chief Executive Officer, Public Works D¡rector, or other officer authorized by the governing board
The undersigned affirms that their agency will be the "lmplementing Agency" for the project if funded with ATP funds and they are


the Chief Executive Offlcer, Public Works Director or other officer authorized by theír governing board with the authority to
commit the agency's resources and funds. They are also affirming that the statements contained in this application package are
trueandcompletetothebestoftheirknowledge. Forinfrastructureprojects,theundersignedaffirmsthattheyarethemanagerof
the public right-of-way tes sible for their maintenance and operation) or they have authority over this posit¡on


b:tFrø
{"Gt-r+b- tÕo?-


P.,.. !\t- LJc.l"s {)iro -1"+-


For proiects w¡th a Partnering Agency: Chief Executive Officer or other officer authorized by the governing board
(For use only when appropríate)
The undersigned affirms that their agency is committed to partner with the "lmplementing Agency" and agrees to assume the
responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility upon completion by the implementing agency and they
intendtodocumentsuchagreementpertheCTCguidelines. TheundersignedalsoaffirmsthattheyaretheChief ExecutiveOfficer
or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to commit the agency's resources and funds. They are also


affirming that the statements contained in this application package are true and complete to the best of their knowledge,


S¡gnatu re:


Name:


Title:


Signature:


Name:


Title:


Signatu re


Name:


Title:


For projects with encroachments on the State right-of-way: Caltrans District Traffíc Operations Office Approval+
(For use only when oppropriote)
lf the application's project proposes improvements within a freeway or state highway right-of-way, whether it affects the safety or
operations of the facility or not, it is required that the proposed improvements be reviewed by the distrlct traffic operations office
and either a letter of support/acknowledgement from the traffic operations office be attached or the signature of the traffic
manager be secured in the application. The Caltrans letter and/or signature does not imply approval of the